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ABSTRACT 
The idea of teacher excellence is the guiding principal of exploring the teacher 
evaluation ratings of effective teachers. Using the Danielson Framework for Teaching as 
a tool for measuring teacher effectiveness through common goals, language and practices 
is the core of this study.  Adding value to the teacher evaluation process through 
measures of student achievement supports the ideals around effective teaching and 
learning and teacher evaluation.  As an educator and researcher, the goal is to understand 
what combination of teacher behavior, student learning and academic outcomes 
contribute to overall success for our students. Analyzing data in the school district 
through a quantitative and qualitative lens determined that 96% of the teachers are rated 
effective while only 79% of the learners are meeting student growth proficiency goals. 
The program evaluation provides recommendations for closing the gap based on teacher 
ratings and student achievement measured through local assessments.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
PREFACE 
This research stems from my desire as an educator to support teaching and 
learning through deep analysis of what is working in the classroom for students and 
teachers. Throughout the years I have had various roles in education; classroom mom, 
parent volunteer, teacher, program coordinator, principal and district level administrator.  
The lens of study through my work as a district level Director of Instructional Services 
has allowed me to analyze the daily work of classroom teachers, instructional leadership 
teams in schools and the student learning that occurs through tasks in the classroom. 
Having the opportunity to walk through classrooms, converse with students and 
collaborate with teachers has been essential to my reflection.    It is my passion through 
this study to answer the questions: What makes a great teacher?  How do we define 
great?  How does the great teacher impact student learning?  
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SECTION ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose 
A great teacher makes a difference for children and is sought after by parents. 
“Nave has Mrs. Jarey this year! She is the best 3rd grade teacher in the school! I hope my 
son is in Mrs. Jarey’s class.” These statements are representative of what we hear from 
parents each August as boys and girls head off to their new teachers the first day of 
school. How does Nave’s mom know that Mrs. Jarey is the best teacher? Parents have an 
idea of what teacher they desire for their child based on talk among each other about who 
the ‘best’ teacher is at each grade. However, as we consider the systems, processes and 
practices related to the evaluation of classroom teachers, we know there is more to 
identifying effective personnel than the discussion in the parent circle. Teacher evaluation 
is a process that is used in schools everywhere as a means for communicating teacher 
effectiveness. From my professional perspective, teacher evaluation is a generic term that 
may mean something different in each school or district – just as different as every 
student sitting in classrooms across the nation. How effective is the evaluation system in 
our schools in providing feedback that is meaningful to teachers in fulfilling their 
purpose?  That purpose is to provide an excellent education for children. The excitement 
that spreads across a school through parents and students instilling the desire to be in 
Mrs. Jarey’s classroom for 3rd grade is my desire for every child.  
Common frameworks and systems exist among researchers in the field of 
education that provide a lens for the evaluation of human capital in our schools and 
classroom environments. According to Darling-Hammond (2012),  
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At the center of such a system are professional teaching standards that are linked 
to student learning standards, curriculum, and assessment, creating a seamless 
relationship between what teachers do in the classroom and how they are prepared 
and assessed. A productive evaluation system should consider teachers’ practice 
in the context of curriculum goals and students’ needs, as well as multi-faceted 
evidence of teachers’ contributions to student learning and to the school as a 
whole. (p. 2) 
Danielson (2015) suggested that “The Framework for Teaching” serves as a tool 
for common language and shared understanding of what constitutes good teaching. 
Tucker and Stronge (2005) indicated that effective teachers make students feel good 
about school and learning. As part of their work on teacher quality, they noted, “Studies 
have substantiated that a whole range of personal and professional qualities are associated 
with higher levels of student achievement” (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 2). Additionally, 
the work of other researchers in the field of teacher preparation, teacher evaluation and 
teacher development provide a backdrop for my study of teacher quality ratings and 
student achievement. As an educator and researcher, my aim is to understand what 
combination of teacher behavior, student learning and academic outcomes contribute to 
overall success for our students.   
This purpose of this program evaluation was to Pursue an Understanding of 
Leading Students to Excellence (P.U.L.S.E.) by examining the implications for improved 
teaching and learning resulting from the current teacher evaluation process in a small 
school district in the southern suburbs of Chicago. I believe that the P.U.L.S.E. in 
classrooms is the heartbeat, the regular activity of the classroom that makes a difference 
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from one classroom to the next. It consists of what the teacher does, says, and provides 
for students to move them toward achieving and excelling. I believe that understanding 
the actions of the individual teacher is critical to understanding effective teaching and 
learning as supported by the work of Pollock (2007) who stated, “individual teachers can 
have a profound influence on student learning even in schools that are relatively 
ineffective” (p. 2).  
In summary, I conducted this study to understand why Mrs. Jarey is the “best” 
teacher. I further aim to communicate what practices are in place that encourage students 
to demonstrate an enthusiasm and desire to learn in Mrs. Jarey’s classroom. Through 
study of teacher ratings, analysis of student achievement and reflection on the 
relationship between the two, I have made strides to understand Mrs. Jarey’s classroom 
and what makes her a more effective teacher. 
Program Details   
The purpose of this program evaluation was to determine the extent of teacher 
effectiveness as measured by the Danielson Framework for Teaching related to student 
achievement. The school district has adopted the Danielson Framework for Teaching as 
the teacher evaluation model to measure professional practice as 70% of the teacher 
rating. The Teacher Evaluation Plan (Appendix A) requires one formal observation and 
two informal observations for tenured teachers. Non-tenured teachers are required to have 
three formal observations and a minimum of two informal observations. The district’s 
student growth component is integrated as 30% of the teacher rating to demonstrate the 
changes in student growth between two or more points in time.  The total teacher 
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evaluation rating is 70% professional practice and 30% student growth measured through 
assessments.  
The differences in teacher effectiveness are documented in a variety of ways. 
According to Rothman (2009), differences in the quality of instruction exist from 
classroom to classroom within schools more than the differences in instructional quality 
between schools. We consider that a teacher’s effectiveness is more impactful than 
curriculum, class size and other educational initiatives highlighted within schools. 
However, as Rothman (2009) suggested, we consistently focus on improving poor 
performing schools instead of the teacher quality within the schools. If we reflect on what 
this means for our students, two children in the same school can be taught by teachers 
that are both effective and ineffective right next door to each other. I focused on this 
effectiveness variable within the school.  
The study of teacher effectiveness reveals relationships between teacher quality 
and student outcomes. According to Hanushek (2014), a substantial number of studies 
indicate a clear difference in teacher effectiveness and student outcomes. Hanushek 
(2014) reported, “In one study teachers near the top of the quality distribution got an 
entire year’s worth of additional learning out of their students compared to those near the 
bottom” (2014, p. 24). Other researchers suggest,   
The most important factor affecting the quality of education is the quality of the 
individual teacher in the classroom. There is clear evidence that a teacher’s ability 
and effectiveness are the most influential determinants in student achievement. 
More critically, the importance of good teaching to the academic success of 
students is intuitively obvious to any parent. (CEPRI, 2003, p. 1) 
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 According to Weisburg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009), a teacher’s 
effectiveness – the most important factor for schools in improving student achievement – 
is not measured, recorded, or used to inform decision making in any meaningful way. 
Through my study, I have analyzed the value-added teacher evaluation process in a small 
school district in the hopes of gaining insight into the important factor of improving 
student achievement to promote the usefulness of the formal observation process through 
the lens of school improvement. Heightening awareness of key stakeholders is critical to 
informed decision making and meaningful steps toward building effective systems in the 
educational environment. According to Marzano, Frontier, and Livingston (2011), the 
significance of teacher evaluation has shifted in the field of education from clergy 
supervisors in the 1700’s to clinical supervision models in the late 1950’s to create a 
focus on systematic approaches to working with teachers.  
Moving forward through the years to 2014, many states have enacted legislation 
mandating districts to focus on teacher evaluation reform. In Illinois, with the adoption of 
the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) of 2010, the new evaluation models 
must now include “data and indicators of student growth as a significant factor.” (Illinois 
General Assembly SB0315, 2010). With this new PERA legislation came much ado about 
“how” this would occur. Reform movements are occurring across the country to 
transform the old “dog and pony” show to the newly reformed common language of 
teacher effectiveness domains coupled with student growth. Professional practice and 
student growth are now married to the reform efforts across the states. The Illinois State 
Board of Education (ISBE, 2011) has adopted the Danielson Framework for Teaching as 
a model of choice for teacher evaluation, with a minimum 30% percent of a teacher’s 
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rating being student growth and 70% of a teacher’s rating being professional practice 
inclusive of planning, classroom environment and instruction.  
This study considered teacher evaluation as measured by the Danielson 
Framework for Teaching and to what extent teacher effectiveness ratings correlate to 
student achievement. Additionally, I sought to understand the teacher’s perspective on 
how the Framework for Teaching informs teaching and learning in the classroom. 
Charlotte Danielson (1996) first published Enhancing Professional Practice: A 
Framework for Teaching in 1996. Since that time, the Framework has been edited and 
released again in 2007, 2011 and 2013. Each subsequent edition has been enhanced by 
educational research, additional tools and rubrics. According to Danielson (2013), the 
2013 edition was released in response to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) 
adoption and implementation to suggest instructional alignments more closely matched to 
the engagement and conceptual understanding of the CCSS. The 2011 edition was 
released after being selected as one of the models to be used in a research study for the 
purpose of rating teacher lessons and evaluating their quality. The 2011 edition then 
resulted as a part of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 2009 research project, 
“Measures of Effective Teaching (MET Study), which entailed the video capture of over 
23,000 lessons, analyzed according to five observation protocols, with the results of those 
analyses (together with other measures) correlated to value-added measures of student 
learning. The aim of the study was to determine which aspects of a teacher’s practice 
were most highly correlated with high levels of student progress” (Danielson, 2013, p. 2). 
By understanding what distinguished teachers do and by improving the ways teachers 
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gain insight into their practice, we can help more teachers develop their practice and 
achieve success for their students.  
My primary purpose for evaluating my district’s teacher evaluation program was 
to increase teacher awareness of their classroom practices and the impact they have on 
student achievement. An additional purpose was to create a foundation for change 
through data analysis, reflection, and dialogue informing teachers of the relationship 
between student achievement and distinguished practice as measured by the Framework 
for Teaching Evaluation Instrument.  
Rationale 
Research Selection Rationale 
The rationale for evaluating the district’s teacher evaluation program was to 
provide a greater understanding of the relationship or lack thereof of teacher effectiveness 
as measured by the Danielson Framework for Teaching on student achievement. By 
understanding what highly effective teachers do through quantitative achievement data 
analysis and qualitative interviews centered on what teachers do in the classroom, my 
goal is to build a greater understanding of how to impact teacher quality, thus improving 
student achievement. Considering the importance of effective education as student 
achievement measured against a set of learning standards, teacher evaluation becomes 
critical to the work of schools. Examining quantitative achievement data and teacher 
ratings along with qualitative evidence allows a research view into a statistical collection 
of information and the culture of a school district. According to James, Milenkiewicz, 
and Bucknam (2008), this mixed-methods reflective practice allows educators to use a 
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variety of data, or triangulate, related to research problems without overly relying on a 
particular method.  
I consider effective teacher evaluation as a problem in our educational practice, 
which, when studied, lends itself to understanding better why a teacher’s work is 
important. The District strives to promote excellence in education; thus, excellence stems 
from the work of the teacher and principals to create student learning environments and 
teacher development systems that support excellence. According to Marzano (2011),  
Student centered education, connection of the classroom to the real world, 
differentiation based on student learning goals, and integration of the content 
areas were espoused by Dewey as ways of bridging the gap between students’ 
passive role as learners and the active role they would need to play as citizens.      
(p. 14) 
Understanding the systems at work in the District and the larger educational 
community becomes critical to productive citizenship for all.  
Goals 
 Understanding the Relationship 
The goal of studying the district’s teacher evaluation program was to determine if 
there is a relationship between the Danielson Framework for Teaching teacher evaluation 
performance ratings and student achievement. The importance of this determination is to 
promote an understanding of the Danielson Framework for Teaching domains and the 
impact of the implementation of domain indicators on teacher practice. Also, it was an 
important goal of the program evaluation to promote reflection and dialogue among 
teachers leading to an understanding of their individual classroom practices and student 
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outcomes and using the information for improvement through a sustainable change 
process.  
Research Questions 
Guiding Questions 
The primary question driving this program evaluation is: To what extent is teacher 
effectiveness, as measured by the Danielson Framework for Teaching, related to student 
achievement?  Essentially, is student achievement higher when instructed by a teacher 
rated as distinguished when using the Danielson Framework for Teaching?  Does teacher 
quality impact student achievement? 
While this primary question was the focus of the evaluation, other aspects of the 
effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process in the school district were considered 
through the following questions:  
1. What are the student outcomes on Northwest Education Association Measures 
of Academic Progress standardized tests when taught by a teacher rated 
proficient and/or distinguished? 
2. What are the student outcomes on Northwest Education Association Measures 
of Academic Progress standardized tests when taught by a teacher rated basic 
and/or unsatisfactory?  
It was also important to incorporate questions that would lend themselves to the 
assumptions and beliefs around the coupling of student achievement and professional 
practice as measures for teacher quality. As a related question, the program evaluation 
outcomes suggested a review of strategies important for increasing teacher awareness of 
the relationship between teacher effectiveness and student achievement. Review of 
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strategies was accomplished as I progressed through the study to develop change 
leadership plans. As Patton (2008) stated, analyzing the program through the lens of 
lessons learned, the outcomes were structured around providing information for program 
implementation to “support what might be learned that will inform similar efforts” (p. 
322). As I move forward to develop changes and advocate for new policy initiatives, this 
lens promises to become an important research evaluation tool. 
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SECTION TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
In order to provide a theoretical framework to better understand and examine the 
relationship of teacher behavior and student learning, I examined the following bodies of 
literature related to teacher evaluation, academic achievement and the Danielson 
Framework for Teaching. The literature review is summarized through the lens of three 
major strands. The first lens reviews the history of teacher evaluation as a core tool for 
performance appraisal throughout the educational system. The second lens provides a 
summary of the literature related to the transition to present teacher evaluation models. 
Finally, the review highlights literature through the lens of the impact of teacher quality 
ratings on student achievement. I also take a deeper look at the Performance Evaluation 
Reform Act of 2010 as the catalyst for current teacher evaluation models with value-
added measurement inclusive of professional performance and student test scores.  
 
Historical Perspectives and Purposes of Evaluation 
Evaluation provides employees and employers with an opportunity to 
communicate about performance. According to Mathis and Jackson (1982), performance 
appraisal methods are developed as an attempt to communicate information to employees 
as a measure of how well they are performing their duties and meeting their job 
responsibilities. Mathis and Jackson (1982) also suggest that the goal is for the process to 
be useful for employers to make decisions related to employee retention, placement, and 
employee training and development.  
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The first teachers in the early United States in the 1700’s were clergy because of 
their education and experiences leading religious instruction, according to Marzano, 
Frontier, and Livingston (2011). Because of this role teachers were considered servants, 
and there was minimal focus on pedagogy. By the mid-1800’s views began to change as 
the realization became clear that clergy were not effective in the teacher role. According 
to Marzano et al. (2011), the common schooling movement began, and a demand for 
teachers with more pedagogical expertise grew. Throughout the 1800’s, the view of 
teachers and the process for evaluation of the more complex feedback requirements to 
measure effectiveness became central to the formal education movement.  
In the mid-1900’s educators were evaluated based on their traits (voice, 
appearance, emotional stability, trustworthiness, warmth, enthusiasm). According to 
Danielson and McGreal (2000), educators during the 1940’s and 1950’s believed that 
teachers possessing these traits were more likely to perform effectively. Because of this 
lens of teacher performance, the teacher evaluation was centered on these criteria. 
However, Danielson and McGreal (2000) indicated that no real evidence exists to 
correlate data to suggest that there is a link between the identified teacher traits, good 
teaching and student learning.  
During the 1960’s, some connections were suggested to correlate the teacher’s 
enthusiasm with student achievement. Much attention was focused on teaching research 
during the 1960’s and 1970’s, which shifted the discussion regarding evaluation to what 
teachers could do to improve their skills particularly in science and mathematics. In 
addition, during this era, researchers began to develop clinical supervision and 
observation instruments to capture more accurately the classroom experiences. Danielson 
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and McGreal (2000) suggested that these developments focused on identifying which 
teacher behaviors could be linked to student achievement becoming what we now 
categorize as the research on teacher effects or teacher effectiveness research.  
This new energy and attention to teacher behavior and skill acquisition gave way 
to the important contributions of Madeline Hunter in the 1980’s. The work of Madeline 
Hunter was rooted in the behavioristic view of basic learning theory, which according to 
Danielson and McGreal (2000), looks at prescriptive teaching practices designed to 
improve teacher decision making ultimately leading to improved student learning (2000). 
With the integration of Hunter’s theory, we began to see a greater emphasis on 
professional development focused on instructional practice. The Madeline Hunter seven 
steps in lesson design (anticipatory set, statement of objective, instructional input, 
modeling, checking for understanding, guided practice and independent practice) became 
part of rating scales and checklists and unfortunately communicated a singular 
summative focus on evaluation. It did, however, “provide the beginnings of a threshold 
that all teachers can be held against” (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 14). 
Even though many local school districts implemented Hunter’s theory as a 
simplified, teacher-centered rating checklist, it provided a catalyst to lead the 
conversations in the 1980’s and 1990’s toward the importance of the teacher’s behavior 
and the teacher’s impact on student learning. The era of Madeline Hunter greatly 
influenced the importance of building a system that included the critical components of 
helping students master more challenging skills and content knowledge through more 
student-centered, collaborative learning measured differently than yesterday’s 
classrooms.  
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Modern Transitions in Teacher Evaluation Models 
Student engagement, student performance data documenting academic growth, 
and teacher facilitation of learning are the primary markers of teacher effectiveness in our 
current evaluation systems in today’s classrooms. Today’s new teacher evaluation system 
is designed to promote formative and summative processes that provide information on 
teacher performance. Teacher effectiveness has become a national conversation with 
robust energy devoted to creating a system to hold schools accountable for ineffective 
teachers and for improving student achievement through instructional practices. The 
newly developed models for teacher evaluation have evolved as an integration of various 
theories supporting the reforms.  
Today’s Classrooms 
The evaluation systems of the late 1990’s and early 2000’s have generated 
valuable conversation leading to the controversial Widget Effect of 2009. The New 
Teacher Project critical research, summarized by Weisburg, Sexton, Mulhern and 
Keeling (2009), suggests that previous evaluation systems have failed to provide 
information related to teacher’s instructional performance on an individual basis, thus, 
creating The Widget Effect. In essence, the research suggests that school districts make 
assumptions about effective teaching from classroom to classroom, creating a false 
security of effective schools. The research confirms that tenured teachers identified as 
ineffective are dismissed from employment with exceptional infrequency. The summary 
goes on to indicate that the failure to distinguish great teaching from poor teaching is 
creating an educational nation at risk. “A teacher’s effectiveness – the most important 
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factor for schools in improving student achievement – is not measured, recorded, or used 
to inform decision making in any meaningful way” (Weisburg et al., 2009. p. 3).  
To reverse the Widget Effect, the research suggests that we (a) adopt a more 
comprehensive performance evaluation system that fairly, accurately and credibly 
differentiates teachers based on their effectiveness in promoting student achievement; (b) 
train administrators in the teacher performance evaluation system and hold them 
accountable; (c) integrate the performance evaluation system with critical human-capital 
policies for teacher assignment, professional development, compensation, retention and 
dismissal; and (d) adopt dismissal policies for ineffective teachers to exit (Weisburg et 
al., 2009). These recommendations to reverse the Widget Effect support the core purpose 
of evaluation to maximize teacher growth and effectiveness, not just document poor 
performance for the purpose of dismissal.  
Along with the reform recommendations in the Widget Effect study, we also have 
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 2009 Measures of Effective Teaching (MET 
study), which correlated value-added measures of student learning to lesson analysis for 
over 23,000 lessons. The MET study provided relevant research confirming that multiple 
measures are critical throughout the teacher evaluation process and that more effective 
teachers do, indeed, impact student achievement in a positive manner. Student growth 
and teacher effectiveness are central to currently adopted models of teacher performance 
evaluation across the states.  
According to Griffin (2013), independent researchers conducted the MET study 
by analyzing five observation protocols, one of which was hers, and found the 
Framework to have predictive validity. Griffin (2013) suggested, “that means when 
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teachers perform well [on the framework] as judged by trained and certified assessors, 
their students perform better and learn more than the students in the classrooms of 
teachers who don’t perform so well” (p. 28). Griffin further suggested that Danielson 
believes school district leaders can take lessons away from the MET study such as the 
following,  
They need an evaluation instrument that is valid, rigorous and reliable. The 
second thing is its essential people be trained to a sufficient level to make 
accurate, consistent judgments about a teacher’s performance. We know how to 
do this. For the MET study, we trained observers, entirely online, and they took a 
test. They passed at astonishing rates, about 93 percent. But they found they need 
that training. That’s because the thinking you have to engage in when you’re 
being specific about whether a teacher is performing at a Level 2 [basic] or a 
Level 3 [proficient] is different from what most people have ever had to do. 
(Griffin, 2013, p. 28) 
Marzano (2012) suggested that the evaluation system be twofold: focus placed on 
improving teaching behavior through a specific and comprehensive system of 
measurements as well as a model for teacher growth and development. Considering the 
work of Danielson (2013), Marzano (2012) and Darling-Hammond (2012), I believe that 
the process of examining teacher performance through productive evaluation systems 
linked to student learning is crucial to effective schooling. Additionally, regarding 
teacher quality, Tucker and Stronge (2005) indicate the following:  
Studies have substantiated that a whole range of personal and professional 
qualities are associated with higher levels of student achievement. Verbal ability, 
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content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, certification status, ability to use a 
range of teaching strategies skillfully, and enthusiasm for the subject characterize 
more successful teachers. (p. 2) 
The Danielson Framework for Teaching provides a clear and explicit focus on 
teacher behaviors organized through four domains of teaching responsibility, 22 
components and 76 elements. Additionally, the Danielson Framework for Teaching 
embeds a tool for common language and shared understanding of what constitutes good 
teaching according to Danielson (2015). Since 1996, the Framework for Teaching has 
provided a context for conversations around the complex concepts of teaching and 
learning through a systematic approach. Danielson goes on to suggest that the Framework 
for professional practice is critical because teaching is complex and the domains, 
components and elements have been “documented through empirical studies and 
theoretical research as promoting improved student learning” (Danielson, 2007, p. 1).  
When contemplating the teacher quality measures and thinking about the qualities 
of teachers, we are able to discern the differences by looking closely at research. 
Qualities of teachers, according to Stronge (2002), “are behaviors exhibited in their daily 
work. The positive and the negative behaviors exhibited by teachers determine, to a great 
extent, their effectiveness in the classroom and, ultimately, the impact they have on 
student achievement” (p. 77). Stronge (2002) further suggested that a teacher’s 
background and professional preparation including content knowledge along with a 
teacher’s non-academic interactions, management and organization skills are areas that 
determine teacher effectiveness. In addition, Stronge (2002) suggested that organizing for 
instruction, communicating expectations to students, planning and implementing 
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instruction and monitoring student progress are essential categories of behaviors 
important to teacher effectiveness. According to Darling-Hammond (2000), 
Variables presumed to be indicative of teachers’ competence which have been 
examined for their relationship to student learning include measures of academic 
ability, years of education, years of teaching experience, measures of subject 
matter and teaching knowledge, certification status, and teaching behaviors in the 
classroom. (p. 3) 
In addition to considering the qualities of teachers as we measure teacher quality 
by an assigned rating of distinguished, proficient, basic or unsatisfactory, the frequency 
of classroom visits is important. Like Danielson (2007), Marshall (2012) advocated the 
importance of a broader focus, not just on the impressive, planned, formal evaluation as 
the sole measurement of teacher effectiveness but also to include more frequent, 
unannounced and short visits to the classroom with immediate face-to-face follow up as a 
sensible model of teacher supervision and evaluation. 
Teacher Evaluation Reform 
The United States Department of Education led the legislative reform with the 
release of the Race to the Top Program in 2009. Four core education reform areas were 
identified as critical to improving the face of education, including recruiting, developing, 
rewarding and retaining effective teachers (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). While 
Race to the Top provided a foundation for reform efforts, local reforms began with 
legislation being adopted across the country. With the adoption of the Performance 
Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) of 2010 the new Illinois evaluation models must now 
include “data and indicators of student growth as a significant factor” (Illinois General 
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Assembly SB0315, 2010). Taking a deeper look at the 2010 PERA, we realize a shift in 
the supervision and evaluation of teachers is compulsory. 
The Illinois State Board of Education requires that “all districts must incorporate 
into their performance evaluations student growth and a research based instruction 
framework for reviewing effective instruction” (ISBE, 2011, p. 1). This legislation is the 
catalyst for current Illinois teacher evaluation models with value-added measurement 
inclusive of professional performance and student test scores. In addition, the PERA has 
outlined a process that seemingly embeds the recommendations of The Widget Effect 
study by providing a step-by-step plan for supervision of ineffective teachers based on 
ratings and irremediable deficiencies.  
Reform movements are occurring across the country to transform the old “dog 
and pony” show to the newly reformed common language of teacher effectiveness 
domains coupled with student growth. Professional practice and student growth are now 
married to the reform efforts across the states. With this new PERA legislation came 
much ado about “how” this would occur. 
The Danielson Framework for Teaching (the Framework) 
The Framework serves as one of the approved models of teacher evaluation for 
the state of Illinois and the school district for this program evaluation. Since 1996, the 
Framework has provided a context for professional conversations around the complex 
concepts of teaching and learning through a constructivist approach. The integration of 
four domains (Planning and Preparation, the Classroom Environment, Instruction, 
Professional Responsibilities) as a holistic, interrelated framework to connect the 
common aspects of teaching serves as the foundation for a common tool examining the 
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essentials of good teaching. The Framework also organizes critical attributes and 
elements of the domains and provides a level of performance ranging from unsatisfactory 
to distinguished.  
Value-added Measurement 
While the Framework provides a model for measures of teacher effectiveness, the 
components of student learning and growth across the continuum of time are not 
included. Hanushek (2014) suggests that the quality of the teacher directly impacts 
student learning. In fact, according to Hanushek (2014), “a good teacher will get a gain of 
1.5 grade level equivalent while a bad teacher will get 0.5 year during a single academic 
year” (p. 24). Darling-Hammond (2000) suggested that “students who are assigned to 
several ineffective teachers in a row have significantly lower achievement and gain in 
achievement than those who are assigned to several highly effective teachers in 
sequence” (p. 2).  
Stronge, Ward and Grant (2011) analyzed the connection between teacher 
effectiveness and student achievement and found that teachers rated in the top quartile of 
effectiveness based on specific variables have greater differences in student achievement 
than their less effective counterparts. Stronge et al. (2011) reported that while we analyze 
the impact of teacher practice on student achievement gains, other factors including better 
classroom management, better relationships with students and fewer disruptions also 
impact findings and add value. In addition, The MET study (Cantrell & Kane, 2013) 
suggested that teaching is effective when it supports and sustains student learning in a 
positive progression. The MET study further suggested that multiple measures, including 
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teacher observation and student outcomes, can be combined for teacher evaluation 
models.  
Numerous strands of literature highlighted in the preceding paragraphs point to 
the added value of the relationship between teacher effectiveness and student learning. 
Tucker and Stronge (2005) confirmed that while we intuitively know that highly effective 
teachers enrich the lives of children, 
We now know empirically that these effective teachers also have a direct 
influence on enhancing student learning. Years of research on teacher quality 
support the fact that effective teachers not only make students feel good about 
learning, but also that their work actually results in increased student 
achievement. (p. 2) 
The literature reviewed for the program evaluation served as the foundation for 
reflection on the findings of the study in alignment with the school district’s required 
Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) plan components to determine the 
relationship of teacher ratings and outcomes of student growth. Student growth could be 
measured using various types of academic assessments. One option is a Type I 
assessment. The Type I assessment measures a certain group of students in the same 
manner with the same potential assessment items and is scored by a non-district entity; it 
is widely administered beyond Illinois. Another option is a Type II assessment is 
developed or adopted and approved by the school district and used on a district-wide 
basis. The Type II assessment is given by all teachers in a given grade or subject area. 
Finally, a Type III assessment is required. Type III assessment is rigorous, aligned with 
the course’s curriculum, and the evaluator and teacher determine measures of student 
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learning. These assessment types are listed in the district approved PERA plan. Each 
teacher must choose a Type I or II and a Type III as required by the Performance 
Evaluation Reform Act of 2010  (ISBE, 2010).   
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SECTION THREE: METHODOLOGY 
Research Design Overview 
This study is intended to provide data to support the importance of teacher 
effectiveness and its impact on student achievement. According to Patton (2008), 
“evaluation research is meant for immediate and direct use in improving the quality of 
social programming” (p. 99). Data were gathered through a mixed-method, empirical, 
multi-case approach for the purposed of improving teacher quality. The mixed-method 
design included a quantitative method and a qualitative method. The empirical paradigm 
selected for gathering data was used to prove or disprove the relationship between teacher 
effectiveness ratings and student growth through quantitative analysis. The 
supplementary qualitative method used to gather data consisted of teacher questionnaires 
and focused group discussions with highly effective teachers as determined by their 
Danielson Framework for Teaching rating and the student achievement data from their 
classroom population.  
As the Director of Instructional Services in the district where the program 
evaluation occurred, I am invested in improving teacher quality, the curriculum, and 
programming which directly impacts student achievement such as teacher training, 
content study, classroom environment and collaborative teacher meetings. I utilized the 
effectiveness ratings and achievement data to determine relationships.  
 According to Patton (2008), “quantitative measures strive for precision by 
focusing on things that can be counted. Quantitative data come from questionnaires, tests, 
standardized observation instruments, information systems, official indicators, and 
program records” (p. 432). Therefore, the evaluation includes data from the teacher 
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evaluation system and student achievement database, which were measurable observation 
scores and student achievement scores that support quantitative analysis. To provide 
greater understanding of the participants’ behavior and thoughts relative to the teacher 
evaluation process, qualitative methods were integrated. According to James, 
Milenkiewicz, and Bucknam (2008), the qualitative method adds body and life to the 
data. This supplemental methodology allowed me to understand the participants 
experience and perception from their own voice.  
Participants 
Research Participants 
The key participants were teachers in a small school district (the District) located 
in the southern suburbs of Chicago, Illinois. According to the 2013-14 Illinois Interactive 
Report Card, the District student enrollment was 2,028 students with 111 full-time 
teachers. The student mobility rate was 30% and 89% of the students were identified as 
low-income. The District has six schools and allocated $6,443 per student.  
Of the 111 full-time teachers employed in the District, 81 teachers participated in 
the program evaluation. The study consisted of teachers in the District teaching 
kindergarten through 8th grade reading and/or mathematics.  
Participant Selection Methods 
Participants for the quantitative study included all teachers being evaluated during 
the research project parameter timeline. The data were provided from the District 
technology personnel in the form of an electronic spreadsheet that included student 
growth scores and overall performance level ratings.  
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Participants were selected for the qualitative study based upon their interest in 
deepening their understanding of the Danielson Framework for Teaching along with the 
value-added model of teacher evaluation and its impact on their own personal practice, 
professional growth and student achievement. In addition to their interest in the program, 
the participants were given priority based on a minimum of 4 years in the District 
teaching kindergarten through 8th grade in the areas of reading and/or mathematics.  
Participants were selected after voluntary completion of an electronic 
questionnaire to confirm their interest in participating in a research study. They were 
informed that the research provided outcomes, which could prove or disprove a 
relationship between the Danielson Framework for Teaching teacher evaluation rating 
and student achievement. The qualitative method included a 7-member focus group and 
their responses to 5 questions.  
As an administrator in the District evaluating a complex and controversial school 
reform practice, ethical consideration was central to the participant selection process. 
Participants were selected and provided with confidentiality statements through an 
informed consent process. Participants were assured that all data shared during the course 
of the evaluation would remain confidential, and all guidelines established by the 
Institutional Research Review Board were followed throughout the program evaluation.   
Data Gathering Techniques 
Data were gathered through a mixed-method, empirical, multi-case approach. The 
mixed-method design included a quantitative method and a qualitative method. Data for 
the program evaluation were gathered through multiple processes. It was important to 
create a participant pool to begin the program evaluation process. Therefore, the initial 
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qualitative data were collected through an electronic questionnaire developed to 
determine participant interest in teacher effectiveness and student achievement.  
After the program participants are selected, I gathered and categorized the teacher 
ratings as determined by the Danielson Framework for Teaching as distinguished, 
proficient, basic, or unsatisfactory to use as a measure for analyzing the relationship 
between teacher effectiveness and student achievement.  
I collected quantitative student learning data, which James (2008), suggested, 
“can be used as a yardstick against which educators measure the progress of their 
students” (p. 98). I also collected student growth scores for Type I/II and Type III 
assessments for each participant. The study also included student achievement data as 
measured by North West Education Association (NWEA) Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP) and Measures of Academic Progress for Primary Grades (MPG) for 
reading and mathematics for students of participants that teach grades kindergarten 
through eight. The achievement scores were used as a measure for analyzing the 
relationship between teacher effectiveness and student achievement.  
Finally, I engaged in qualitative data collection using the interview strategy within 
focused groups. Interviews, as defined by James (2008), “reveal information about the 
worldview of a single individual” (p. 69). Particularly for the purposes of the program 
evaluation, this approach allowed me to pursue an understanding of the participants’ view 
regarding teacher effectiveness and student achievement. According to James (2008), this 
mixed methodology of student learning data, mixed with community perception about 
student learning, would support my questions regarding the impact of programming on 
student learning.  
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Data Analysis Techniques 
Data were analyzed to determine the relationship of the teacher and his/her 
practices on student achievement. According to Hanushek (2014), there is consensus that 
improving the effectiveness of teachers is the key to lifting student achievement. 
Therefore, the evaluation outcomes were analyzed by looking at the differences in 
achievement of the students taught by the distinguished/excellent teacher versus the 
unsatisfactory/needs improvement teacher. The data were specifically gathered in 
relationship to the use of the Danielson Framework for Teaching; therefore, the analysis 
was presented as a summary of the teacher ratings as outcomes of the Danielson 
Framework for Teaching. According to Danielson (2013), the Framework for Teaching 
identifies those aspects of a teacher’s responsibility that through empirical studies are 
documented as promoting student learning. To that end, a relationship between the 
NWEA MAP Reading/Mathematics and the NWEA MPG scores of highly effective 
teachers and less effective teachers were analyzed through the lens of the teacher rating to 
determine to what extent a relationship exists.  
Data Themes 
Through the lens of data analysis, according to Patton (2008), “raw data is 
organized into an understandable form that reveals patterns and constitutes empirical 
findings” (p. 478). Patton (2008) further suggested that interpretations engage the 
researcher in determining the significance of the findings, the possible explanations of the 
results and go beyond the raw data. An analysis of the relationship between quantitative 
student achievement and teacher effectiveness along with interpretation of the findings 
through the qualitative teacher focused group sessions were part of the study. Qualitative 
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focused interview data were examined through the lens of James (2008), reflecting to 
“show the train of thought, and share what they plan to do next and why” (p. 182). Also, 
as suggested by Denzin and Lincoln (2005), “by using focused interviews, the researcher 
can reach areas of reality that would otherwise remain inaccessible such as people’s 
subjective experiences and attitudes” (869). It was important to analyze the qualitative 
research as suggested by Denzin and Lincoln (2005) “by reading and rereading to pin 
down key themes to draw a picture of the presuppositions and meanings” (p. 870).  
Through the program evaluation, I analyzed the findings to determine the 
effectiveness of the processes and systems in place toward school reform that assist us in 
pursuing the understanding of leading students to excellence. What is the P.U.L.S.E. in 
the classrooms of this generation? What does the teacher do, say, and provide for students 
to move them toward achieving and excelling?     
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SECTION FOUR:  FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATION 
The program evaluation data included two data points used to examine the 
relationship between teacher effectiveness and student achievement. The quantitative 
study involved collection and review of teacher performance ratings in the four categories 
established by the state of Illinois: excellent, proficient, needs improvement or 
unsatisfactory. Danielson (2007) suggested the four levels of performance – 
distinguished, proficient, basic and unsatisfactory – describe teaching that ranges from 
rudimentary (unsatisfactory) to accomplished (distinguished). The data results for this 
study are recorded in the four categories established in Illinois; however, they align to the 
Danielson Framework for Teaching as follows: distinguished as excellent, proficient as 
proficient, basic as needs improvement, and unsatisfactory as unsatisfactory. According 
to Danielson (2007), teaching performance is variable, and, as teachers become more 
effective and experienced, their expertise increases.   
Quantitative Data Results 
The quantitative data pool consisted of the overall performance ratings for 81 
teachers and their student growth Type I/II and Type III scores. The quantitative data also 
consisted of the average scores in each of the 22 components of professional practice for 
the four domains. According to the District Teacher Evaluation Plan, the overall rating is 
70% professional practice and 30% student growth (15% Type I/II and 15% Type III). 
The teacher evaluation overall rating includes the 70% professional practice score, which 
is a numerical representation inclusive of the 22 components of the Framework for 
Teaching equally weighted. The overall rating and the student growth scores are the key 
components of the quantitative data summary. According to the School District Teacher 
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Evaluation Plan the overall summative teacher evaluation rating categories are shown in 
the scoring formula in Table 1.  
Table 1 
District Teacher Evaluation Plan Overall Summative Rating Categories  
 
Assigned Values 
(Growth + Practice Components) 
Overall Summative Ranking 
4 = Excellent 3.5-4.0    Excellent 
3 = Proficient 2.5-3.49  Proficient 
2 = Needs Improvement 1.5-2.49  Needs Improvement 
1 = Unsatisfactory 1.0-1.49  Unsatisfactory 
The District Teacher Evaluation also includes a matrix, shown in Table 2.  
Table 2 
School District Teacher Evaluation Plan Ratings Matrix 
 
     
Overall Teacher Practice Rating (70%) 
 
  
Excellent 
 
 
Proficient 
 
Needs 
Improvement  
 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
Overall 
Student 
Growth 
Rating 
(30%) 
 
Excellent 
 
4.0 Excellent 
 
 
3.3 Proficient 2.6 Proficient 1.9 Needs 
Imprv.  
Proficient 
 
3.7 Excellent 
 
 
3.0 Proficient 2.3 Needs 
Imprv.  
1.6 Needs 
Imprv. 
Needs 
Imprv.  
 
3.4 Proficient 2.7 Proficient 2.0 Needs 
Imprv.  
1.3 Unsatis-
factory 
 Unsatis-
factory 
 
3.1 Proficient 2.4 Needs 
Imprv. 
1.7 Needs 
Imprv.  
1.0 Unsatis-
factory 
 
The matrix identifies the assigned values for both the professional practice and 
student growth component. The purpose of this matrix is to provide a visual interpretation 
of the overall ratings for the teacher evaluation end-of-year summative rating.  
The District Teacher Evaluation Plan indicates summative student growth rating 
thresholds, as presented in Table 3. The rating thresholds are indicative of how students 
 31   
 
demonstrate growth on the assessment selected by the teacher to add value to the teacher 
evaluation.  
Table 3 
School District Student Growth Rating Thresholds 
 
30% Summative Student Growth 
Rating 
Thresholds 
Excellent 3.5-4.0    Excellent 
Proficient 2.5-3.49  Proficient 
Needs Improvement 1.5-2.49  Needs Improvement 
Unsatisfactory  1.0-1.49  Unsatisfactory 
While the value-added student growth measure is 30% of the teacher evaluation, 
the teacher has the opportunity to be scored on two assessment measures, as shown in 
Table 4. The teacher selects a Type I or Type II assessment to represent 15% of their 
student growth and a Type III to represent 15% of their student growth. Thus, student 
growth thresholds are determined by two assessment scores, as identified in Table 4.  
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Table 4 
School District Student Growth Rating Matrix  
 
 
Student 
Growth 
    
Type I or Type II (15%) 
 
   
 
Excellent 
 
 
 
Proficient 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Type 
III 
(15%) 
 
 
Excellent 
 
 
4.0 
 
 
Excellent 
 
 
 
3.5 
 
Excellent 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
Proficient 
 
 
3.5 
 
Excellent 
 
 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.5 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.5 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
1.0 
 
Unsatisfactory 
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Teacher Evaluation Ratings  
The study of 81 teachers is summarized for each performance-rating category. 
Table 5 depicts the number of teachers in each performance rating level for participants 
in the study. As noted in Table 5, the largest group of teachers are rated proficient, 
between 2.5 and 3.49 on a 4.0 scale. This group represents 88% of the teachers in the 
school district at a performance level rating indicating that their practice shows evidence 
of a thorough knowledge of teaching and professional practice concepts.  
Table 5 
Overall Teacher Evaluation Ratings (N=81) 
 
Overall Rating 
 
1.0 – 4.0 scale 
Distinguished/ 
Excellent 
4.0 – 3.5 
Proficient 
 
3.49 – 2.5 
Basic/ Needs 
Improvement 
2.49 – 1.5 
Unsatisfactory 
 
1.49 – 1.0 
     
 N = 81 7 71 2 1 
 
The Danielson Framework for Teaching is comprised of four domains and 22 
components. According to Danielson (2007), “the four domains of the framework refer to 
distinct aspects of teaching” (p. 26). Table 6 presents an overview of average scores on 
the 22 components of the Framework for Teaching. The components, according to 
Danielson (2007), “form a coherent body of knowledge and skill that can be the subject 
of focus independent of the other domains” (p. 26). The component scores reflected in 
Table 6 are shown in relationship to a 4.0 scale for the 81 teachers in the study. In 
reviewing Table 6 it is evident that the component scores are highest under component 
4c-communicating with families and component 2a-creating an environment of respect 
and rapport. Other component averages are lower, such as 3b-using questioning and 
discussion techniques and 1e-designing coherent instruction. This would suggest that the 
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data reveal areas where teachers are more proficient than others and areas that need 
targeted support to move toward excellent.  
Table 6 
Framework for Teaching 22 Components Average Scores on 4.0 Scale for 81 Teachers 
 
Six Components of Domain 1: Planning and Preparation 
1a 
Demonstrating 
knowledge of 
content and 
pedagogy 
1b 
Demonstrating 
knowledge of 
students 
1c 
Setting 
Instructional 
Outcomes 
1d 
Demonstrating 
knowledge of 
resources 
1e 
Designing 
coherent 
instruction 
1f 
Designing 
student 
assessments 
3.14 3.13 3.0 3.0 2.97 2.89 
Five Components of Domain 2: Classroom Environment 
2a 
Creating an 
environment of 
respect and 
rapport 
2b 
Establishing a 
culture for 
learning 
2c 
Managing 
classroom 
procedures 
2d 
Managing 
student 
behavior 
2e 
Organizing 
physical space 
 
3.32 3.11 3.03 3.08 3.19  
Five Components of Domain 3: Instruction 
3a 
Communicating 
with students 
3b 
Using 
questioning 
and discussion 
techniques 
3c 
Engaging 
students in 
learning 
3d 
Using 
assessment in 
instruction 
3e 
Demonstrating 
flexibility and 
responsiveness 
 
3.11 2.85 2.96 2.91 3.18  
Six Components of Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities 
4a  
Reflection on 
teaching 
4b 
Maintaining 
accurate 
records 
4c 
Communicating 
with families 
4d 
Participating 
in a 
professional 
community 
4e 
Growing and 
developing 
professionally 
4f 
Showing 
professionalism  
Component not 
scored 
Component 
not scored 
3.31 Component 
not scored 
3.18 Component not 
scored 
Student Growth Scores  
Table 7 and Table 8 reveal data about the number of teachers that contributed to 
the overall teacher evaluation rating. Student growth performance levels in each category 
are shown in the tables. While examining the overall student growth performance level 
and Type I/II and Type III student growth measures for all 81 staff members being 
evaluated, I examined more closely the staff selecting Northwest Education Association 
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Measures of Academic Progress (NWEA MAP). The District Teacher Evaluation plan 
offers staff the choice of NWEA MAP Reading or Math, Achieve 3000 Reading, or 
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) as Type I/II student growth measures. Of the 
81 staff members evaluated, 33 or 41% selected MAP Reading or Math. 
Table 7  
Student Growth Performance Level Thresholds Type I/II and Type III, N=81 
 
Student growth 
performance level 
thresholds 
% of teacher’s 
students meeting 
growth targets for 
this level 
Student 
growth 
rating 
  
# (%) of staff 
with students 
at Type I/II 
 
# (%) of staff 
with students 
at Type III 
 
# of (%) staff 
with overall 
student growth 
rating 
Distinguished/ 
Excellent 
3.5-4.0 
  
70% or above 4.0 33 (41%) 41 (51%) 22 (27%) 
 3.5   17 (22%) 
Proficient 
2.5-3.49 
  
50-69%  3.0 25 (31%) 19 (23%) 12 (15%) 
 2.5   14 (17%) 
Basic/Needs 
Improvement  
1.5-2.49 
40-49% 2.0 6 (7%) 5 (6%) 6 (7%) 
 1.5   2 (2%) 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 1.0-1.49  
 
Below 40%  
 
1.0 
 
17 (21%) 
 
16 (20%) 
 
8 (10%) 
 
Number of teachers 
   
81 
 
81 
 
81 
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The data shown in Table 8 represent the relationship between the overall teacher 
evaluation ratings and overall student growth performance thresholds. 
 
Table 8 presents student growth outcomes for those 33 staff members that 
selected MAP Reading or Math as the value added measure for their evaluation. Staff 
members had the opportunity to select MAP or specific content-based assessments for 
mathematics tasks or reading performance. Table 8 indicates that 27% of the teachers 
selecting MAP averaged in the excellent range of 3.5 to 4.0 with 70% or more of their 
students meeting the NWEA student growth target. Thirty-nine percent of the teachers 
selecting MAP are in the proficient range with 50-69% of their students meeting the 
growth target.  
Table 9 provides a picture of the teacher evaluation rating levels as they relate to 
the students that have demonstrated academic growth. As shown in the table, seven 
Table 8   
Student Growth Performance Thresholds for MAP Reading or Math, N=33 
 
Student growth 
performance level 
thresholds 
 
Student 
growth 
rating  
 
# (%) of staff with 
students at Type I/II 
MAP  
 
 
# (%) of staff 
with students at 
Type III 
 
 
# (%) of staff with 
overall student 
growth rating 
Distinguished/ Excellent 
3.5-4.0 
  
4.0 3 (.09%)  12 (36%)  1 (03%) 
3.5 - -  8 (24%) 
Proficient 
2.5-3.49 
  
3.0 18 (55%)  7 (21%)  6 (18%) 
2.5 - -  7 (21%) 
Basic/Needs 
Improvement  
1.5-2.49 
2.0 3 (.09%)  4 (12%)  5 (15%) 
1.5 - -  1 (03%) 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 1.0-1.49  
 
1.0 
 
9 (27%) 
  
10 (30%) 
 
5 (15%) 
 
Number of Teachers 
  
33 
  
33 
  
33 
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teachers or 9% of the teachers are rated distinguished/excellent and of those 9%, four 
teachers or 57% have students that have excellent academic growth. In comparison, 71 
teachers or 88% of the teachers are rated proficient, and of those 88%, 19 or 27% have 
students that have excellent academic growth. The focus of the program evaluation is to 
look closely at the teachers rated distinguished/excellent or proficient and the academic 
achievement of their students. The shaded portion of the table represents teacher ratings 
that are basic/needs improvement and unsatisfactory. In the district overall, 78 teachers or 
96% have excellent/distinguished and/or proficient teacher evaluation ratings while only 
64 or 79% of the teachers have the added-value excellent/distinguished and/or proficient 
academic proficiency as it relates to student growth.  
Table 9 
Overall Teacher Evaluation Rating and Student Growth Performance  
 
 
Overall Teacher Evaluation Rating 
n=81 
 
4.0 
Excel. 
3.5 
Excel. 
3.0 
Profic. 
2.5 
Profic. 
2.0 1.5 1.0 
Distinguished/Excellent  
3.5 – 4.0 
n=7/81       or        9% 
4/7 
57% 
 
0/7 
0  
2/7 
29% 
1/7 
14% 
0 0 0 
 
Proficient  
2.5 – 3.49 
n=71/81     or     88% 
 
19/71 
27% 
 
 
 
16/71 
23% 
 
10/71 
14% 
 
12/71 
17% 
 
5 
 
1 
 
8 
Basic/ Needs Improvement  
1.5 -2.49 
n=2 
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
 
Unsatisfactory  
1.0 – 1.49 
n=1 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0  
 
0 
 
1 
 
0 
 
 Table 10 provides a picture of the teacher evaluation rating levels as they relate to 
the students that have demonstrated academic growth on the NWEA MAP assessment. 
During the year of program evaluation, MAP was the local assessment for all students in 
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grades Kindergarten through eight. Of the 33 teachers that selected the MAP assessment 
for their Type I assessment, the table indicates that 6% or two teachers have a 
distinguished/excellent rating. The 6% of teachers that are rated distinguished/excellent 
have 1% of their students as distinguished/excellent or proficient academic growth. The 
29 or 88% of teachers that have an overall proficient rating level have 62% of their 
students at distinguished/excellent or proficient academic growth performance.  
Table 10 
Overall Teacher Evaluation Rating and MAP Student Growth Performance   
 
Overall Teacher Evaluation Rating 
n=33 
 
4.0 
Excellent 
3.0 
Proficient 
2.0 1.0 
Distinguished/Excellent  
3.5 – 4.0 
n=2/33  or   6%          
0/2 
0 
2/2 
1% 
0 0 
     
Proficient  
2.5 – 3.49 
n=29/33  or   88%  
3/29 
10% 
15/29 
52% 
 2 9  
 
Basic/ Needs Improvement  
1.5 -2.49 
n=1 
 
0 
 
0 
 
1 
 
0 
     
Unsatisfactory  
1.0 – 1.49 
n=1 
0 0 1 0 
Data Interpretation 
According to James et al. (2008), we tell the story of what occurred during our 
research as we prepare to provide a report of our interpretation and findings. The 
quantitative data collected for the study provide a snapshot of the school district’s teacher 
professional practice, student growth rating and overall summative teacher evaluation 
rating. Through this lens, I interpreted the data for use in school districts to analyze the 
effectiveness and reliability of the teacher evaluation system. Patton (2008) suggested 
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that evaluation criteria emerge through the primary intended uses and the intended use. 
According to Patton (2008), “research is meant for immediate and direct use in improving 
the quality of programming” (p. 99). As I pursued the understanding of leading students 
to excellence, the outcomes provided insight into the classroom window.  
In the school district during the year of study, 81 teachers were formally evaluated 
using the Danielson Framework for Teaching. Of the 81 teachers that were evaluated, 40 
teachers have four or more years of teaching experience. This means that 49% of the 
district staff is experienced, and 51% are new to the profession of teaching. Of those 
teachers, the following interpretations are present related to the overall teacher evaluation 
rating:  
 Seven of the 81 teachers received an overall rating of distinguished/excellent 
(3.5-4.0), representing .09% of the teachers.  
 Seventy-one of the 81 teachers received an overall performance evaluation 
rating of proficient (2.5-3.49), representing 88% of the teachers.  
 Two of the 81 teachers received an overall rating of basic/needs improvement 
(1.50-2.49), representing .02% of the teachers.  
 One of the 81 teachers received an overall rating of unsatisfactory (1.0-1.49), 
representing .01% of the teachers.  
The data represent the greatest group of teachers (88%) being proficient as 
determined by the Danielson Framework for Teaching teacher evaluation instrument. 
When reviewing the Danielson Framework for Teaching 22 components, the highest 
overall score was 3.32/4.0 in component 2a Classroom Environment: Creating an 
Environment of Respect and Rapport. The lowest overall score of all teachers in the 
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district is 2.85/4.0 in component 3b Instruction: Using Questioning and Discussion 
Techniques and 2.97/4.0 in Domain 1 Planning and Preparation, which includes 
designing student assessments and coherent instruction.  
The primary question is related to teacher evaluation rating and student 
achievement. If we look deeper at student achievement through the student growth 
assessments and examine the overall student growth scores we find the following.  
 Sixty-four of the 81 teachers are proficient (2.5-3.49) or excellent/ 
distinguished (3.5-4.0) in the student growth category, representing 79% of 
the school district teaching staff.  
 Of the 81 teachers, 39 received an excellent/distinguished rating (3.5-4.0) in 
the student growth category, representing 48% of the district teaching staff.  
 Of the 81 teachers, 25 received a proficient rating (3.49- 2.5) in the student 
growth category, representing 31% of the district teaching staff.  
 Of the 81 teachers, eight received a basic/needs improvement rating (2.49-1.5) 
in the student growth category, representing 10% of the district teaching staff.  
 Of the 81 teachers, eight received an unsatisfactory rating (1.49-1.0) in the 
student growth category, representing 10% of the district teaching staff. 
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Figure 1: Overall Performance Rating and Student Growth Rating Percentages 
 The additional question posed by this study was the relationships that exists 
between the overall teacher evaluation ratings and the student achievement when 
measured by the MAP assessment. Figure 1 visually represents overall performance level 
ratings of teachers and student growth. We see that 88% of the teachers are rated 
proficient (2.5-3.49) and 31% of the students are demonstrating proficiency in academic 
outcomes.  
In summary, the data indicate the following findings.  
 Of the district’s 81 teachers, 33 selected MAP as their student growth assessment, 
representing 41% of the district teaching staff.  
 Of the 33 teachers that selected MAP as their student growth assessment, the 
student growth thresholds result in 9% distinguished/excellent, 52% proficient, 
12% basic/needs improvement and 27% unsatisfactory overall MAP student 
achievement. 
 Of the 33 teachers utilizing MAP as their student growth assessment, two 
received a distinguished/excellent overall performance rating, representing 6% of 
the district teaching staff utilizing MAP.  
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 Of the 33 teachers utilizing MAP as their student growth assessment, 29 received 
a proficient overall performance rating, representing 88% of the district teaching 
staff utilizing MAP.  
 Of the 33 teachers utilizing MAP as their student growth assessment, one received 
a basic/needs improvement overall performance rating, representing 3% of the 
district teaching staff utilizing MAP.  
 Of the 33 teachers utilizing MAP as their student growth assessment, one received 
an unsatisfactory overall performance rating, representing 3% of the district 
teaching staff utilizing MAP.  
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Figure 2: Overall Performance Rating and MAP Student Growth Rating Percentages 
 
If we consider the overall teacher evaluation rating of 78 teachers or 96% of the 
teachers receiving a rating of distinguished/excellent or proficient and 64 teachers or 79% 
of the teachers receiving a rating of distinguished/excellent or proficient in the student 
growth category, a 17% gap exists between professional practice rating and the student 
growth score. If 96% of the teachers are rated proficient or above, why are only 79% of 
their students demonstrating high achievement? Many factors contribute to student 
performance in the classroom, including attendance, childhood experiences, and socio-
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economic conditions. According to Tucker and Stronge (2005), “years of research on 
teacher quality support the fact that effective teachers result in increased student 
achievement” (p. 2).  
If we further consider the overall teacher evaluation rating of the 33 teachers that 
selected NWEA MAP as their student growth measure, the data suggest that 31 of those 
teachers or 94% are rated proficient or above, and only 20 or 61% of the teachers have a 
student growth score of proficient or above. A 33% gap exists between the overall 
teacher evaluation rating and the student growth score. Why are only 61% of these 
students demonstrating proficiency in MAP math or reading while 94% of the teachers 
utilizing MAP rated proficient or distinguished/excellent?   
The data collection suggests that a greater number of teachers are rated 
distinguished/excellent and/or proficient than the number of students demonstrating 
proficiency according to the student growth threshold when measured by MAP or all 
student growth measures.  
 
Qualitative Data Results  
A focus group interview was formed centered around five critical questions 
relevant to understanding teacher effectiveness. According to Denzin and Lincoln (2005), 
the focus groups are valuable for eliciting and validating collective testimonies to provide 
a space for sharing. The focused group interview consists of a group of people sharing 
their perceptions through semi-structured interviews centered around a topic. The group 
provided responses to the questions in Appendix B from varying perspectives relative to 
their experience, area of instruction and successes with teaching and learning. Seven 
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teachers participated from the various sectors in the school district. Of the seven teachers, 
six of them have five or more years of experience teaching. Half of the participants teach 
at the kindergarten through third grade level in self-contained classrooms. The remaining 
teachers teach in 4th through 8th grade departmentalized classrooms. The teachers are 
departmentalized in English Language Arts/Social Studies clusters, Mathematics clusters 
or Mathematics/Science clusters.  
The interview strategy was used within a one-hour focus group with the 
participants in an effort to understand the participants’ views regarding teacher 
effectiveness and student achievement. According to James (2008), this methodology of 
student learning data mixed with community perception about student learning would 
support my questions regarding the impact of programming on student learning.  
The responses to five questions were recorded, scripted and considered for 
various themes and patterns. The five questions were aligned with the Danielson 
Framework for Teaching Domains and components of professional practice 1c (Setting 
Instructional Outcomes), 1e (Designing Coherent Instruction), 2a (Creating an 
Environment of Respect and Rapport), and 3c (Engaging Students in Learning). 
According to Danielson (2007), an interrelatedness exists within the four domains and 
components as a holistic endeavor. The intent of the focus group research questions 
below was to lead educators in reflective, holistic conversation with each aspect of 
teaching connected.  
1. What do you believe are the characteristics of an excellent teacher? 
2.  How do you determine the goals you set for your students? (1c) 
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3. How do you design coherent instruction to ensure that your students meet learning 
goals? (1e) 
4. What do you do to cultivate respect and rapport with and among your students? 
(2a) 
5. What activities do you design to engage students in learning? (3c) 
Research Question One: What do you believe are the characteristics of an excellent 
teacher?  
The characteristics of an excellent teacher as described by Participant A “is a 
teacher that creates a risk-taking environment for students where students know the 
teacher cares about them as well as their learning needs, a teacher that plans ahead of 
time and is well prepared for the instructional day, and a teacher that provides varied 
instructional opportunities and bases instructional needs on assessment” (Personal 
communication, June 27, 2016). The excellent teacher is also suggested by Participant D 
“to be able to relate to students, parents and administration, has strong organizational 
skills and an inviting, well-organized classroom” (Personal communication, June 27, 
2016). Finally, Participant C suggested that “an excellent teacher is an excellent student 
and engages in continuous learning opportunities themselves” (Personal communication, 
June 27, 2016).  
Participant D also shared that “an excellent teacher is one that provides 
differentiated learning experiences in an effort to meet the variety of learners’ interests, 
ability levels and learning styles” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). Overall, the 
excellent teacher is described as one that knows what outcomes he/she desires from 
students, plans to achieve those outcomes and builds engaging relationships.   
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Research Question Two: How do you determine the goals you set for your students?  
Participant B suggested that “goal setting for students through the lens of the 
curriculum, scope and sequence and State Learning Standards” is critical in determining 
goals for students (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). Goals set for students were 
also discussed through formative data analysis. Participant G stated that “the planning 
process for teachers include an initial review of the end of school year goals and 
reviewing data throughout the year by analyzing weekly assessments, building upon the 
skills learned each week, and reviewing the scope and sequence frequently to ensure 
students are meeting the standards” (Personal communication, June 28, 2016). Student 
assessment data are suggested to be critical to effective lesson planning for the desired 
content and outcomes.  The goal setting theme is centered around knowing the standards, 
ongoing monitoring of learning and effective planning.  
Research Question Three:  How do you design coherent instruction to ensure that your 
students meet learning goals?  
Research Participant D believes that “beginning with the end in mind with 
specific learning tasks that address the skills that students are required to master is critical 
to student success” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). According to Participant B 
“one of the most important roles we have as leaders of instruction in our classroom is to 
look at what the learning standard is and decide what students need to know by pulling it 
apart and breaking it down to the student in a student friendly way then choosing the 
appropriate activities that go along with the desired outcomes” (Personal communication, 
June 27, 2016). The participants consistently suggested that the biggest difference they 
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have found in student learning is when the students know what they are trying to do and 
know the objectives there is a greater understand of what you are teaching.  
According to Participant G “it is important to regularly assess students to ensure 
they are on target with meeting learning goals” (Personal communication, June 28, 2016). 
In addition, Participant F suggested that “teachers align their instructional planning with 
school district curriculum maps and use school district adopted textbooks and resources 
when planning” (Personal communication, June 28, 2016). The participants all shared 
that supplemental materials to support school district adopted textbooks are essential to 
support the interests of students in their individual classrooms. Participant A suggested 
that “we use the opportunity to collaborate with peers during grade level professional 
learning community (PLC) meetings. The PLC meeting conversation helps teachers to 
know where students are and where they need to go across the grade span in addition to 
discussing what works well and how to incorporate technology into learning” (Personal 
communication, June 27, 2016).  
The participating teachers incorporate varied student measures as assessments for 
learning to allow students to demonstrate outcomes in formats that support their interest 
through flexible options. Participant C suggested that “teaching through thematic units 
and STEM (science, technology, engineering and mathematics) or STEAM (science, 
technology, engineering, arts and mathematics) helps student to stay focused on an 
instructional path” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016).  
Finally, Participant B suggested that “covering the content in exciting ways is 
crucial to meeting the students where they are and moving them along the curriculum 
path” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). According to Participant G, “using 
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creative anticipatory sets to grab the learners’ attention in short segments could keep 
students’ attention and interest as they learn and it improves coherence in instruction” 
(Personal communication, June 28, 2016). Participant D suggested that “knowing the 
plan, knowing the needs of the particular grade level and writing details in the lesson plan 
lead to more student success” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). 
Research Question Four: What do you do to cultivate respect and rapport with and 
among your students? 
Participant B believes that “creating an environment in the classroom that 
demonstrates the teacher caring about students, being interested in student’s lives outside 
of the classroom and celebrating students is how relationships are formed” (Personal 
communication, June 27, 206). Participant B suggested that when relationships are 
formed, an environment of respect is created. “Getting to know the students as 
individuals and finding something redeeming about each student to see the good in every 
child is important” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). Participant B further 
suggested that students know when teachers are really interested by how we treat them, 
and students know when teachers are phony and disinterested” (Personal communication, 
June 27, 2016). 
In addition, Participant C believes that “taking time to create clear-cut 
expectations, being fair and consistent, developing classroom rules together and modeling 
respect diminishes negative behaviors and encourages positive behaviors” (Personal 
communication, June 27, 2016). The participants suggested that making respect the way a 
classroom functions creates a family through conversations, being forgiving but 
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consistent and, treating all students the way we want to be treated is critical, particularly 
at the beginning of year as you set the tone for the classroom environment.  
According to Participant F, “positive connection to families is important. Inviting 
parents to the classroom, being warm and smiling at parents, and calling parents to share 
positive things about their child helps to build family relationships” (Personal 
communication, June 28, 2016). Creating this culture of caring and respect builds an on-
going atmosphere of respect and rapport according to the participants. Finally, Participant 
A suggested that “we remember that we might be the first smile of the day or the only 
hug of the day for some children may help to create a relationship that lasts through our 
caring” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016).  
Research Question Five: What activities do you design to engage students in learning?  
Participants in the study shared the importance of “talk” in the classroom. 
Participant A suggested that “the opportunity for students to talk to each other and to 
work with other students builds student engagement through collaboration and 
connection” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). It was also expressed by 
Participant C that “teaming, small group work and partner work supports students in 
ways that are different from the teacher leading instruction 100% of the time” (Personal 
communication, June 27, 2016). In addition, according to Participant E, “integrating 
technology, hands-on learning and providing videos to build background knowledge 
helps to engage the learner” (Personal communication, June 28, 2016). According to 
Participant A, “using a variety of activities and moving from the familiar to the more 
challenging builds confidence and sustains interest” (Personal communication, June 28, 
2016). 
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The participants shared their success in allowing students to work together in 
realistic, problem-solving situations as a tool for engaging the learner, suggesting that 
more minds are working together to solve problems in an interesting way. Modeling 
critical-thinking qualities within the student learning process occurs through authentic 
problem solving. Participant G suggested that “allowing students to lead the discussion, 
analyze each other’s responses and create solutions engages the learner and uses the 
students as teachers for each other” (Personal communication, June 28, 2016).  
As stated by Participant D, “Knowing the content and being passionate and 
energetic about the learning through role playing, costumes, creative questioning, and 
allowing students to tell their stories through essays, pictures, and varied product options 
engages students” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). According to Participant B, 
“quick pacing, having materials readily available, keeping students on task and moving 
are also important” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016). Participant B suggested 
that “Making instructional decisions throughout teaching, instead of continuing to teach 
what you have planned if students already know it, keeps students engaged and not bored 
and disinterested. We can only make effective instructional decisions along the way if we 
know the content” (Personal communication, June 27, 2016).  
Qualitative Themes and Findings   
The research participants suggested throughout the focus group conversations that 
an excellent teacher plans thoroughly for instruction, differentiates learning for students 
and builds relationships that foster student engagement. Throughout the conversation the 
participants shared the importance of passion for teaching as a critical attribute for 
effective teaching and learning. An on-going theme that occurred during the focus group 
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was the importance of using assessment in a formative manner to plan for the learning 
needs of the students. In addition, the participants suggested that students guiding their 
own learning through collaborative activities in small groups makes an impact on their 
success and engagement.  
The participants discussed regular assessment as it relates to the learning 
standards, instructional scope and sequence and district curriculum goals; however, the 
discussion did not lead in the direction of using the assessment resources related to the 
NWEA MAP reading or mathematics tools and resources. While MAP is considered one 
of the district’s student growth assessment options, the focus group participants discussed 
the importance of the instructional scope and sequence, which typically is connected to 
the adopted textbooks for the school district.  
The research participants demonstrated a significant amount of passion and 
energy as related to planning fun and engaging learning and connecting with students to 
build relationships. According to Danielson (2007), the four domains of teaching are 
interrelated. While the participants responded to the four domain-specific questions, the 
responses overlapped, which suggests, according to Danielson (2007), “If teaching is 
holistic, what is to be learned by listing them and describing them one at a time?” (p. 31). 
Danielson (2007) suggested that common themes permeate throughout the domains and 
components and that a successful teacher reflects on not just the work of teaching, the 
domains, but also on how they do what they do. This unspoken concept appeared to be 
evident among the participating teachers as the discussion continued to return from the 
domain specific questions to the manner in which the participants worked with students.  
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Importance of Findings  
According to Weisburg et al. (2009), as reported in the Widget Effect Study, a 
teacher’s effectiveness – the most important factor for schools in improving student 
achievement – is not measured in any meaningful way. Weisburg went on to suggest that 
we fail to distinguish great teaching from good teaching. Throughout the data 
interpretation, consistent results lead to a summary of the findings in a manner that 
questions the overall meaningfulness of the teacher evaluation rating and the student 
growth rating. Within the school district, 96% of the teachers were rated distinguished/ 
excellent (3.5-4.0) or proficient (2.50-3.49), while only 79% of students demonstrated 
excellent or proficient student growth. The following findings emerged:  
 Seven of the 81 teachers received an overall rating of distinguished/excellent (3.5-
4.0), representing .09% of the teachers.  
 Seventy-one of the 81 teachers received an overall performance evaluation rating 
of proficient (2.5-3.49), representing 88% of the teachers.  
 Of the 81 teachers, 39 received an excellent/distinguished rating (3.5-4.0) in the 
student growth category, representing 48% of the district teaching staff.  
 Of the 81 teachers, 25 received a proficient rating (3.49- 2.5) in the student 
growth category, representing 31% of the district teaching staff.  
 Of the 33 teachers utilizing MAP as their student growth assessment, two 
received a distinguished/excellent overall performance rating, representing 6% of 
the district teaching staff utilizing MAP.  
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 Of the 33 teachers utilizing MAP as their student growth assessment, 29 received 
a proficient overall performance rating, representing 88% of the district teaching 
staff utilizing MAP.  
Additionally, the findings indicate, through reflective qualitative dialogue with 
research participants, core actions and decisions related to teaching and learning are 
considered through the lens of formative assessments. However, those assessments are 
critical to the learning standards and instructional scope and sequence, not necessarily to 
the teacher evaluation student growth assessments used to measure teacher quality. A 
trend shown is the participants over-arching commitment to the partnership between 
assessment and instruction.  
When considering the conversation thread among the research participants and the 
quantitative outcomes documented through the low average scores in Danielson Domain 
3 component 3b, using questions and discussion techniques, it was  worthwhile to focus 
on conversations in the classroom to improve teaching and learning outcomes.  
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SECTION FIVE: JUDGMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Teacher Effectiveness and Student Achievement Relationship  
My findings align with Weisburg’s (2009) recommendations, which suggest that 
we have high functioning evaluation systems that may not produce accurate information 
related to instructional performance. While the school district has a large number of 
proficient teachers, the students remain low performers as it relates to MAP reading and 
mathematics and all assessments used to measure student growth and teacher quality. 
Ninety-six percent of the teachers are rated effective while only 79% of the learners are 
meeting student growth proficiency gains. An additional 17% of students, according to 
the district teacher evaluation plan, should be meeting student growth proficiency gains.  
When considering MAP as the sole measure of teacher quality as it relates to 
student achievement, of the 33 teachers using MAP as their student growth assessment, 
31 teachers or 94% are rated proficient while 61% of the learners are meeting student 
growth proficiency gains. An additional 33% of students should be meeting MAP student 
growth proficiency gains if we align our expectations with the district teacher evaluation 
plan. Is the current teacher evaluation plan an effective measure of teacher quality if the 
gap in student achievement and teacher rating is present?  
Cantrell (2013) suggested that effective teaching can be measured. According to 
Cantrell (2013), multiple measures produce more consistent ratings than a student 
achievement measure alone. Cantrell (2013) suggested that “classroom observations, 
student surveys, and measures of achievement gains estimate teacher effectiveness in a 
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more stable manner from year to year than when solely based on measures of student 
achievement” (p. 15).  
The qualitative lens of the research related to student achievement and teacher 
quality, which lends itself to understanding the teacher as exhibiting qualities of an 
effective teacher. According to Tucker (2005), effective teachers make students feel good 
about school and learning. However, the measurement of student learning as related to 
teacher effectiveness, while discussed within the reflective focus group circle, required 
more explicit connection to see results in actual classroom activities that promote 
learning instead of a single measure of student growth as measured by MAP. The 
component scores indicate that the second lowest average across the school district is 
component 1e designing student assessments. The evaluation scoring supports the student 
growth outcomes as we consider student assessments as part of the process.  
 Program Recommendations  
What strategies are important for increasing teacher awareness of the relationship 
between teacher effectiveness and student achievement? How does the research impact 
the teaching and learning in the school district? Throughout the program evaluation, data 
analysis and interpretation of the outcomes led us to believe that the school district 
continues to function in the manner described by Weisburg (2009) as not providing 
accurate information related to instructional performance. However, if we consider the 
following background, it may provide another view for the reader.  
 The school district teacher evaluation data collected and analyzed represents year 
one of the transition to the Illinois State Board of Education (Illinois General 
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Assembly, 2010) Performance Evaluation Reform Act coupling teacher 
observation, professional practice and student growth.  
 The school district selected NWEA MAP as a student growth measure after one 
year of implementation in the district. 
 The Danielson Framework for Teaching teacher evaluation system is being 
implemented for the first year in the school district. 
Because of the school district background and transition related to multiple tiers 
of the district teacher evaluation plan, the recommendations are focused on professional 
learning activities for all stakeholders. Because states and school districts have moved 
toward teacher evaluation systems with value-added measures that consider student 
achievement, it is critical for the teacher and evaluator to fully understand the 
significance of the two.  
Recognizing a gap in student growth as it relates to teacher rating, we are required 
to re-examine our work. According to Gordon, Kane and Staiger (2006), it is critical to 
evaluate individual teachers using various measures of teacher performance on the job. In 
establishing such systems, several challenges arise such as (a) balancing objective and 
subjective factors, (b) using appropriate control factors, (c) applying the system to 
teachers in grade levels and subjects where there is currently no testing, (d) measuring 
performance relative to other teachers or relative to an absolute standard, (e) addressing 
concerns about fairness, (f) addressing the role of principals, and (g) choosing the 
appropriate level at which the measure should operate – state, district or school (Gordon, 
Kane, & Staiger, 2006).  
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Gordon et al. (2006) went on to suggest that “no single measure of performance is 
a perfect measure of what students should be learning, and statistical evidence from 
student scores should not be the only measure by which teachers are evaluated” (p. 18). 
The school district developed a teacher evaluation plan, which focuses heavily on 
assessment that is administered at benchmark periods throughout the year; the assessment 
appears to be a single measure performance instead of the formative teacher-created and 
curriculum-based assessments that the research participants suggested are meaningful and 
critical to effective teacher planning and instructional practices.  
The recommendations for the program include an explicit focus on the teacher 
evaluation plan assessments and their relationship to the daily instructional activity in the 
classroom. Additionally, a deeper understanding of the Danielson Framework for 
Teaching 22 components as holistic actions of teachers and students is recommended to 
increase student achievement as it relates to teacher quality. According to Pollock (2007) 
improving student learning begins with one teacher at a time. Pollock (2007) suggested 
that “using precise terminology to describe what students will learn, planning and 
delivering instruction purposefully, assessing purposefully and applying deliberate 
assessment feedback” replaces hoping students achieve to being certain about student 
learning.  
Professional learning activities focused on purposeful planning, assessment and 
feedback along with application and deep understanding of the critical attributes of the 
Danielson Framework for Teaching allowed us to continue to pursue an understanding of 
leading students to excellence in the classroom. Engaging teachers and evaluators in a 
study of the Danielson Framework and the assessment outcomes is critical. The pulse of 
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the successful classroom lies in the teacher’s ability to be the knowledgeable, equipped 
and skillful facilitator of learning.  
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  Appendix A: 2015-16 District Teacher Evaluation Plan  
 
The Danielson Framework will be used in conjunction with the student growth measures 
to provide a comprehensive assessment of teacher performance that includes professional 
practice and student growth measures. 
 
Multiple measures of educator’s practice, which include frequent observations using the 
Danielson Framework, conferences, regular feedback, and student growth measures, 
provide a complete picture of an educator’s performance and create meaningful dialogue 
and evaluations. 
 
Probationary Teachers 
Probationary teachers and tenured teachers who received rating of “needs improvement” 
or “unsatisfactory” on their prior evaluation will have minimum of three (3) observations 
at least one-hundred and fifteen (115) calendar days before the last day of the school 
year. At least two (2) of the observations will be formal observations. The first formal 
observation shall take place by November 15th of each year. 
 
Tenured Teachers 
Tenured teachers who received an evaluation rating of “proficient” or “excellent” on their 
prior evaluation will have a minimum of two (2) observations, one of which will be 
formal. Formal observations of tenured teachers will occur between October 15th and the 
one-hundred and fifteenth (115) calendar days before the last day of the school year, 
exclusive of December unless altered by mutual agreement. 
 
Formal Observation 
The following shall comprise the formal observation procedure: 
1. Formal Observations:  
a. All formal observations shall be conducted with the full knowledge 
of the teacher being evaluated. 
b. Formal observations will be for a minimum of forty-five (45) 
minutes at a time, or a complete lesson, or an entire class period. 
c. Each formal observation shall include a pre-conference, the 
observation and a post-conference, as described below. 
2. Pre-Observation Conference: A Pre-Observation conference is required 
prior to each formal observation to help the teacher and evaluator 
determine the primary focus of the observation. Prior to the pre-
conference, the teacher will submit to the qualified evaluator a written 
lesson plan and/or other evidence of planning for the instruction that will 
be conducted during the formal observation and make recommendations 
for areas on which the qualified evaluator should focus during the 
observation. In the Pre-Observation conference the following information 
may be discussed: 
a. The objective that will receive primary 
emphasis during the observation. 
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b. Methods the teacher may use to help the 
students achieve the lesson objective. 
c. Expected student behavior and anticipated 
outcomes. 
3. Post-Observation Conference: A Post-Observation Conference shall be 
held within fifteen (15) school days of the formal observation, unless 
rescheduled by mutual agreement. The teacher shall be provided with a 
copy of the formal observation notes, which may include areas of strength, 
areas of consideration, recommendations and questions from the qualified 
evaluator, the day before the post-observation conference. Information 
collected in the observation and from the Pre-Observation Conference 
shall form the basis of the discussion in the Post-Observation Conference. 
A written observation report, including specific recommendations, shall be 
given to the teacher within fifteen (15) school days after the post-
conference. 
 
Informal Observation 
An informal observation is an unscheduled, unannounced observation of a teacher. A 
qualified evaluator may conduct as many informal observations as he/she deems 
necessary. Following an informal observation, the qualified evaluator will provide 
feedback to the teacher orally or in writing. If the feedback is in writing, the teacher will 
be given an opportunity for an in-person discussion with the evaluator, if requested. 
 
Student Growth Measures Used in Educator Evaluation 
Introduction to Student Growth 
In alignment with the PERA legislation, the School District will incorporate student growth 
measures into its educator evaluation system beginning in 2015‐16 school year. 
 
The PERA Joint Committee, comprised of equal representation of educators and administrators, 
met on a regular basis in 2014‐15 to design these student growth measures. The Joint Committee 
was comprised of eight educators 
 
The Joint Committee has designed the student growth component with the following core beliefs 
in mind: 
 Students are our number one focus 
 All students should make a minimum of one year’s growth 
 Students performing below grade level should make more than one year’s growth 
 All staff have high expectations of students 
 We will use rigorous assessment tools 
 Professional development is a shared responsibility and a tool to improve teacher practice 
 This plan will be flexible, manageable and meaningful  
 Collaboration and resources are critical to ensure all students are successful 
 
By using student growth measures in an accurate and meaningful way, educators can implement 
strategies, which support students to achieve their highest potential and maximize growth. Using 
student growth, allows the educator to monitor student progress throughout the year and adapt 
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teaching methods accordingly. This in turn, consistently lets the educator know how students are 
progressing, based upon the use of assessment data. 
 
Using Measures of Student Growth  
 
Student growth is defined as a measurable change in a student’s or group of students’ knowledge 
or skills, as evidenced by two or more assessments, between two or more points in time. Growth 
measures average change in student scores from one point in time to the next. 
 
Student Growth Guidelines  
 
Each educator needs to use at least two assessments, according to state law. The educators in the 
School District will use two assessments as required by law. To enhance collaboration and ensure 
all students across the school show growth, educators will use a variety of assessments, including, 
MAP, DRA, MARS Tasks, and Achieve.  
 
OVERVIEW OF ASSESSMENTS AND GROWTH MODEL TO BE USED 
 
Type I and Type II                            Type III Writing 
 
Growth Model: Simple Growth 
 
Growth Target: The 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 growth target will be the equivalent of one year’s 
growth between measurement points.  
 
% of Students Meeting 
Growth Target 
 
Type I or II Growth Rating 
70% and above 4.0 Excellent 
50-69% 3.0 Proficient 
40-49% 2.0 Needs Improvement 
Below 40% 1.0 Unsatisfactory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Student Growth 15% / 15% 
 
     
Type I or Type II (15%) 
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Excellent 
 
 
 
Proficient 
 
Needs Improvement 
 
 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Type 
III 
(15%) 
 
 
Excellent 
 
 
4.0 
 
 Excellent 
 
 
 
3.5 
 
Excellent 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
Proficient 
 
 
3.5 
 
Excellent 
 
 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.5 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
2.5 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.5 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
1.0 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
Summative Student Growth Rating 
 
Summative Student Growth Rating Thresholds 
Unsatisfactory 3.5-4.0    Excellent 
Needs Improvement 2.5-3.49  Proficient 
Proficient 1.5-2.49  Needs Improvement 
Excellent 1.0-1.49  Unsatisfactory 
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Summative Evaluation Rating 
 
 
Assigned Values 
 (Growth + Practice Components) 
 
 
Overall Summative Rankings 
4 = Excellent 3.5-4.0    Excellent 
3 = Proficient 2.5-3.49  Proficient 
2 = Needs Improvement 1.5-2.49  Needs Improvement 
1 = Unsatisfactory 1.0-1.49  Unsatisfactory 
 
Overall Summative Formula (Student Growth 30% + Teacher Practice (70%) 
Student Growth Rating (1-4) x .3 + Teacher Practice Rating (1-4) x .7 = Overall Summative 
Rating 
Example: 
Teacher scores a proficient in student growth = 3 
Teacher scores an excellent in teacher practice = 4 
 
(3x.3) + (4 x .7) = 3.7   3.7 = Excellent Overall summative rating 
  
 
     
Overall Teacher Practice Rating (70%) 
 
  
Excellent 
 
 
Proficient 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
 
 
 
Overall 
Student 
Growth 
Rating 
(30%) 
 
 
Excellent 
 
 
4.0 
 
 
Excellent 
 
 
 
3.3 
 
Proficient 
 
2.6 
 
Proficient 
 
1.9 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
Proficient 
 
 
3.7 
 
Excellent 
 
 
 
3.0 
 
Proficient 
 
2.3 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.6 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
3.4 
 
Proficient 
 
2.7 
 
Proficient 
 
2.0 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.3 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
Unsatisfactory 
 
 
3.1 
 
Proficient 
 
2.4 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
1.7 
 
Needs 
Improvement 
 
 
1.0 
 
Unsatisfactory 
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Appendix B: Research Participant Questions 
1. What do you believe are the characteristics of an excellent teacher? 
2.  How do you determine the goals you set for your students? (1c) 
3. How do you design coherent instruction to ensure that your students meet learning 
goals? (1e) 
4. What do you do to cultivate respect and rapport with and among your students? 
(2a) 
5. What activities do you design to engage students in learning? (3c) 
 
